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Abstract. War or conflict is an activity of aggression and violence with weapons and new 
technologies for resolving internal and/or international disputes between two or more 
nations, between organized ethnic, social and religious groups, etc., for the purpose of 
reducing the freedom of other societies/groups and causing social, economic, culturalor 
ethnic damages over time. The theories of the causes of wars can be distinguished in 
historical and modern theories. In general, a general theory of the causes of war is difficult 
to create because of manifold factors engaged in triggering conflicts over time and space. 
This study describes some theories that focus on specific factors generating a socioeconomic 
disequilibrium between nations and different populations that can lead to war.  
Keywords. Conflict, Struggle, Disputes, War. 
JEL. O32, O33. 
 
1. Introduction  
cholars of different disciplines have investigated what causes 
warwith different theories based on approaches from philosophy, 
history, psychology, economics, demography, sociology, biology, etc. 
(Ackoff & Rovin, 2003; Levy, 2011). In particular, the theories of the causes 
of wars can be distinguished in historicaland modern theories (Figure 1).  
 
Figure 1. Theories of the causes of wars 
aa† CNR, National Research Council of Italy. Yale University School of Medicine, 310 Cedar 
Street, Lauder Hall, Suite 118, New Haven, CT 06520, USA. 
. + 85287-4804 . mario.coccia@cnr.it 
S 
 
Journal of Economic and Social Thought 
2. Historical theories of the causes of war  
A general theory of the causes of war is difficult to create because of 
manifold factors engaged in triggering conflicts over time and space. This 
section describes some historical theories that focus on specific factors 
generating a socioeconomic disequilibrium between nations and different 
populations that can lead to war.  
The theory of no economic advantage of wars by Norman Angell 
One of the theories about causes and effects of wars in society is by 
Norman Angell (1911). The thesis of this lecturer, journalist, politician and 
Nobel Peace Prize winnerin 1933 is that war does not generate any 
economic advantage for winners. The proof of this interesting theory is 
based on different points as follows.  
- When winners of wars destroy enemy populations or seize their wealth, 
they damage themselves because destroy the commercial opportunities. 
- If winners impose fiscal clauses to losers also limit commercial 
opportunities for themselves, generating damages both for winners and 
losers.  
- If winners decide of not imposing to losers customs restrictions but a 
policy of free exchange in commerce, winners have benefits, but at the 
same time losers have high economic advantages that can be used to 
support physical and human capital and a potential revenge, creating 
for winners a continuous source of troubles.  
- If winners impose a war allowance, it can increase government debt 
that can be supported creating new currency which increases prices 
without increasing wealth (inflation), generating a variable unit of 
measure of currency in commercial negotiations.  
- If winners annex the territories of losers, they generate a simple change 
of public governance and administration, and a source of potential 
socioeconomic issues in the future.  
- If winners transform territories of losers in colonies, they do not have 
any advantage because colonies can be sources of rebellion, internal 
wars, increasing public expense for winners to maintain social and 
political stability.  
In short, the utilization of military force for resolving disputes between 
states and/or groups does not generate any economic advantage. This 
thesis by Angell has been confuted by some scholars, such as the prof. of 
Glasgow University I. H. Jones in 1915 and prof. of the Sapienza University 
of Rome Corrado Gini (1921). However, today this approach by Norman 
Angell can be true because humankind and geoeconomic areas have 
societies more and more inter-related, forming a world system with 
indissoluble economic interrelationships among different states based on 
development of bank systems, and communication and information 
technologies. Hence, conflicts between countries and/or different societies 
that are elements of the same systemcan create only mutual damages. 
When all populations will know the uselessness of wars, the optimistic 
prediction by Angell (1911) is that wars may disappear, such as religion 
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wars. Unfortunately, from 1910s, when Angell (1911) wrote his book,called 
The Great Illusion, many wars have been occurred and in the future other 
wars can occur and recur between nations thatseem to beirrational actors in 
the presence of environmental tensions and threats.  
The theory of wars based on historical causes by James Novicow 
This theory explains war with historical causes. James Novicow, a 
sociologist of pacifist theory, in 1894 argued that wars persist and repeat 
because of historical causes that generate an inertia force in society. This 
theory simply states that current and future causes of wars are due to an 
individual and social routine of human behavior, though wars do not 
generate any advantage for winners and losers. This theory is, of course, a 
simple explanation of the reasons of war with weak empirical foundations.  
The theory of natural human combativenessby Nietzsche and other theorists 
Another theory, that Novicow rejects, is based on natural human 
combativeness. This theoretical framework is claimed by many theorists of 
war, such as Nietzsche, Gumplovics, Ratzenhofer, Steimnetz, Mahan, etc. 
Although some policymakers and governments recommend pacifistic 
approaches, there are instincts rooted in human nature that lead to wars 
and conflicts betweenorganized groups for manifold factors. However, 
economic interests seem to overpower the instincts of combativeness in 
society, such that this theory has many contradictions. 
The theory of biological and sociological necessities to protect nations from 
decline 
The difference between the theory of human combativeness and 
teleological theory of war to safeguard some nations from decline is that 
the first theory considers human combativeness as a cause of war, the 
second one it considers human combativeness as effects of war. In short, 
this theory, supported by many scholars, argues that struggles and conflicts 
are due to natural agents given byhigh growth rate of populationthat 
increases the density of some regions generating social tensions and factors 
associated with aggression of human behavior (cf., Gini, 1921).  
The theory of psychological diversity between populations 
Another theory suggests that the causes of war are due to psychological 
diversity of populations in regions and/or macro regions. These possible 
reasons of war create intergroup hostility betweendifferent societies that 
have common identities based on religious and cultural traditions (cf., 
Choma et al., 2016; van Bergen et al., 2015). These causes are necessary but 
not sufficient conditions for wars because the diversity between 
populations are permanents factors, whereas conflicts are intermittent 
eventsin society over time and space. Moreover, these causes tend to be 
lower over time because of the reduction of heterogeneity between nations 
for high mobility of people generated by faster communication and 
transportation means, and higher intellectual contacts.   
The theory of demographic causes of war by Gini and other scholars 
This theory argues that population of states with a high density tends to 
pour out in nations with scarce population. The high demographic pressure 
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of a nation on another nation is due to a different ratio between level of 
population and spatial area. This theory explains past wars between 
Germany against France that had a national surface similar to Germany but 
with a lower population and a lower fertility. In this theory, some scholars 
claim that the demographic pressure of a nation on another one is due to a 
different ratio between population and economic resources. In this context, 
Robert Malthus considered wars as a repressive factor of the disequilibrium 
between population and basic goods. Some scholars support the arguments 
of this theory that the expansion of a population can be due to scarce 
essentials or other natural and economic factors. In short, the theory of 
demographic causes of wars are due to a high demographic pressure 
generated by nations having a different ratio between population and 
wealth (economic resources). In fact, according to this theory, the high 
demographic pressure generating war is due to a disequilibrium between 
populations of two nations, shortage that one nation has in basic goods, a 
low economic growth in comparison with population, and/or also an 
insatiable desire of some societies of further supporting a growing national 
income. Overall, then, the positive correlation between high population 
density and violent behavior leading to war can be explained with the 
association between high density of people and poverty in some regions. In 
other words, high density of population and the unbalanced growth of 
economic resources negatively influence social relations and lead to 
deteriorated human functioning that in specific geoeconomic zones may 
contribute to support violence and war (Altman, 1975; Baum & Paulus, 
1991; Lepore et al., 1991). In order to synthetize a general theory of the 
causes of war, Gini (1921) states that wars or conflicts with weapons 
between peoples or between social classes are due to exasperation in all or 
some social classes, to human combativeness in the presence of obstacles 
that psychic diversity between populations oppose to the tendency of the 
various social elements to distribute themselves according to their natural 
expansion force. 
 
3. Modern theories of the reasons for war 
Theories of the failure in bargaining 
Jackson & Morelli (2011) suggest two prerequisites for a war between 
rational actors: firstly, the costs of war cannot be overwhelmingly high, i.e. 
wars occur with rational actors if the gains from the conflict will outweigh 
the costs incurred. Secondly, there has to be a failure in bargaining (cf., 
Fearon, 1995). Thus, to explain how wars may occur, it is important to 
understand bargaining failures given by different factors:  
• Asymmetric information about the potential costs and benefits of war;  
• A lack of ability to enforce a bargaining agreement and/or a lack of the 
ability to credibly commit to abide by an agreement;  
• Indivisibilities of resources that might change hands in a war, so that 
not all potentially mutually beneficial bargaining agreements are 
feasible;  
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• Agency problems, where the incentives of leaders differ from those of 
the populations that they represent;  
• Multilateral interactions where every potential agreement is blocked by 
some coalition of states or constituencies who can derail it. 
In general, modern approaches argue that some causes of war are due to 
some level of irrationality of actors (Jackson & Morelli, 2011). Religion, 
according to these approaches can be a cause of war between nations. The 
goal might be to increasethe size of population of one religion or eradicate 
another. In such situations, even with full commitment and bargaining 
opportunities, there might be no agreement that appeases an aggressor. 
That is, even if agreements are available and fully enforceable, agents are 
driven by a specific goal that may be incompatible with the well-being or 
autonomy of another population. Revenge is another reason for war within 
the set of non-rationalist explanations of war. Another reason of war is to 
rationalize the incentives to eliminate another ethnic group or minority 
ideological group by a desire to obtain a higher social power in current 
and/or future period (cf., Esteban & Ray, 2008).  
Theory of the democratic peace 
The theoretical framework of democratic peace states that democracies 
rarely go to war.  
Scholars argue that democratic societies are averse to war because of the 
nature of democratic culture and also because citizens will not vote to send 
themselves off to war. Moreover, the norms of peaceful resolution of 
disputes within democracies are extended to interactions with other 
democracies. Fearon (2011) rationalizes democratic peace arguing that: “the 
stronger country between two potential contenders usually has a higher 
GDP [Gross Domestic Product] per capita. If it is democratic, then, even if 
the leader promises to a set of supporters some benefits from the war, it 
cannot avoid the possibility that eventually, once democratic rules apply to 
the unified country in case of victory, the GDP per capita of the winning 
country will go down. Hence voters of a richer democracy who believe that 
the unified country will lead to wealth redistribution should be against the 
war, and hence only weak contenders should remain interested in wars. 
However, weaker countries will generally have less interest in entering a 
conflict to begin with due to a low probability of success” (as quoted by 
Jackson & Morelli, 2011; cf., Levy, 2011).  
Theories of endogenous power 
Some theories explain the incentives of countries to arm and create wars. 
As a matter of fact, the probability of war depends on prior investments in 
arms, and incentives to arm depend on how arms affect future incentives to 
go to war or to bargain. In short, decisions to go to war depend on 
endogenous armament environment in which they reside (endogenous 
power, see Jackson & Morelli, 2011). Peaceful outcomes are not necessarily 
the efficient ones in the presence of endogenous-arms settings. Arms are 
wasteful, and long periods of peace with costly armament levels can be 
worse than having an early conflict and then thereafter living in a unified 
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country with peace without the need for arms. A peace agreement only 
becomes attainable after the balance of power has shifted, such that there is 
an interest in both sides to agree to peace. However, this process can take a 
long run. 
The theory of global leadership  
Superpowers are nations with a high economic-war potential and the 
ability and expertise to influence other geoeconomic regions (Coccia, 2019). 
Superpowers have a purpose to achieve/sustain a global leadership and 
they can develop conflicts to cope with environmental threats or to take 
advantage of important opportunities. Put differently, superpowers, 
winning international conflicts, can achieve and/or sustain a global 
leadership in world economy to take advantage of important opportunities 
(Coccia, 2015, p. 203). Linstone (2007, p.115) states that: “the winner in each 
case became the leading global power, a new global political economy 
emerged, and democracy advanced” (cf., Devezas, 2006; Linstone, 2007a). 
In fact, world is increasingly global, complex, turbulent, rich, 
interconnected and multilevel; the only feasible strategy of superpowers 
with conflict development is to achieve/sustain a global leadership in world 
economy that is subsequently sustained with an economic and 
technological superiority in comparison with other competitive nations (cf., 
Modelski, 2010, p.1419ff). The conflict development by superpowers 
appears to be necessary phases for human development, which is not a 
monotonous and linear but rather a disequilibrium process of the dynamics 
of world system (cf., Gini, 1921). The conflict development by superpowers 
can be also due to prove military and scientific superiority towards other 
belligerent nations to maintain the status quo of current leadership and 
social power in the international system. In particular, conflict 
development of superpower generatesdemand- and supply-side shocks for 
domestic economy and for economies of allied countries. In fact, conflictcan 
establish main technological, economic and infrastructural preconditions 
for an “age of high mass consumption” (Rostow, 1959, pp.11-13). The 
effects of military conflicts support output, productivity and technological 
growth of superpowers and inter-related countries (cf., Ruttan, 2006). For 
instance, Wright (1997, p.1565) examines the “American technological 
leadership” and shows that manufacturing sectors for U.S. economy have 
taken advantage from fruitful demand- and supply-side effects of 
conflicts.Superpowers, developing conflicts, support R&D investments to 
produce military technologies that are transferred to civilian applications in 
the long term generating new patterns of economic growth. In short, the 
mobilization of human and economic resources by superpowers for conflict 
development increases the rates of inventions and technological 
innovations that in the post-war period are diffused to support 
productivity and long-run economic growth (Stein & Russett, 1980, p.412; 
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Coccia, 2015, 2017, 2018)1. In this theory, the conflict development of some 
countries can be also due to change the hierarchy of power between nations 
in the international system and generate a new distribution of power at 
international level (cf. Levy, 1983; 2011). Modelski (1972, p.48) asserts that 
the “war causes the Great Powers”, such as Roman Empire over 
200BC ∼ 400AD, Britain Empire in the 1710-1850 period, the USA from 
1940s onwards, etc. (Stein & Russett, 1980). However, super powers may 
assume a worldwide role close to autocracy in order to sustain the global 
leadership with a behavior prone to a permanent “wartime” and strains in 
different geoeconomic regions (Linstone, 2007, p.237). Overall, then, this 
theory by Coccia (2015) argues that nations, with a high economic potential, 
develop conflict for the goal to achieve/sustain a position ofglobal 
leadershipand increase the social power in the international system to take 
advantage of important economic opportunities over time. 
 
4. Conclusion 
A comprehensive analysis of the causes of war, affected by manifold 
factors, is a non-trivial exercise. Wars are associated with human activity 
and human nature in order to take advantage of important opportunities, 
to cope with and/or adapt to environmental threats and/or changing 
contexts.  Overall, then, wars are due to instability of economic, social, 
demographic, ethnic, anthropological, religious and perhaps biological 
factors of human society. Finally, sources of wars are mainly linked to the 
question of what human beings truly need and how they seek to satisfy 
needs, solve social issues and adapt to changing contexts and 
environmental threats in society. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1For studies about measurement of technology, technological evolution and sources of 
technology, cf., Calabrese et al., 2005; Coccia, 2003, 2005, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c, 2006, 2010, 
2010a, 2013, 2013a, 2014, 2014a, 2014b, 2014c, 2014d, 2014e, 2015, 2015a, 2015b, 2015c, 2016, 
2016a, 2016b, 2017, 2017a, 2017b, 2018, 2018a, 2018b, 2018c, 2018d, 2019, 2019a; Coccia 
&Bozeman, 2016; Coccia & Cadario, 2014; Coccia et al., 2015; Coccia & Rolfo, 2009, 2010, 
2013; Coccia & Wang, 2016. 
 
 M. Coccia, JEST, 6(2), 2019, p.115-124. 
121 
 
 
Journal of Economic and Social Thought 
References 
Ackoff, R.L., & Rovin, S. 2003. Redesigning Society, Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA. 
Altman, I. (1975). The Environment and Social Behavior. Brooks/Cole, Monterey, CA. 
Angell. N. (1911). The Great Illusion: A Study of the Relation of Military Power in Nations to their 
Economic and Social Advantage (3 ed.), New York and London: G.P. Putnam's & Sons.  
Baum, A., & Paulus, P.B. (1991). Crowding. In D. Stokols, & I. Altman (Eds.), Handbook of 
Environmental Psychology, Vol. 1, (pp. 533–570). Wiley, NY. 
Calabrese, G., Coccia, M., & Rolfo S. (2005). Strategy and market management of new 
product development: evidence from Italian SMEs., International Journal of Product 
Development, 2(2), 170-189. 10.1504/IJPD.2005.006675 
Choma B. L., Haji R., Hodson G., Hoffarth M. 2016. Avoiding cultural contamination: 
Intergroup disgust sensitivity and religious identification as predictors of interfaith 
threat, faith-based policies, and islamophobia, Personality and Individual Differences, 95, 
50-55. doi. 10.1016/j.paid.2016.02.013 
Calabrese, G., Coccia, M., & Rolfo, S. (2005). Strategy and market management of new 
product development: evidence from Italian SMEs., International Journal of Product 
Development, 2(1-2) 170-189.  doi. 10.1504/IJPD.2005.006675 
Coccia, M. (2005a). A Scientometric model for the assessment of scientific research 
performance within public institutes, Scientometrics, 65(3), 307-321. doi. 10.1007/s11192-
005-0276-1 
Coccia, M. (2005b). Metrics to measure the technology transfer absorption: analysis of the 
relationship between institutes and adopters in northern Italy. International Journal of 
Technology Transfer and Commercialization, 4(4), 462-486. doi. 10.1504/IJTTC.2005.006699 
Coccia, M. (2009). What is the optimal rate of R&D investment to maximize productivity 
growth?, Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 76(3), 433-446. doi. 
10.1016/j.techfore.2008.02.008 
Coccia, M. (2010). Democratization is the driving force for technological and economic 
change, Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 77(2), 248-264. doi.  
10.1016/j.techfore.2009.06.007  
Coccia, M. (2010a). The asymmetric path of economic long waves, Technological Forecasting & 
Social Change, 77(5), 730-738. doi. 10.1016/j.techfore.2010.02.003   
Coccia, M. (2010b). Spatial patterns of technology transfer and measurement of its friction in 
the geo-economic space, International Journal of Technology Transfer and Commercialisation, 
9(3), 255-267. doi. 10.1504/IJTTC.2010.030214 
Coccia, M. (2010c). Public and private investment in R&D: complementary effects and 
interaction with productivity growth, European Review of Industrial Economics and Policy, 
1, 1-21. 
Coccia, M. (2011). The interaction between public and private R&D expenditure and 
national productivity. Prometheus-Critical Studies in Innovation, 29(2), 121-130. doi. 
10.1080/08109028.2011.601079 
Coccia, M. (2014). Religious culture, democratisation and patterns of technological 
innovation. International Journal of Sustainable Society, 6(4), 397-418. doi. 
10.1504/IJSSOC.2014.066771 
Coccia, M. (2015). The Nexus between technological performances of countries and 
incidence of cancers in society. Technology in Society, 42, 61-70. doi. 
10.1016/j.techsoc.2015.02.003 
Coccia, M. (2015a). Patterns of innovative outputs across climate zones: the geography of 
innovation, Prometheus. Critical Studies in Innovation, 33(2), 165-186. doi. 
10.1080/08109028.2015.1095979 
Coccia, M. (2017b). Asymmetric paths of public debts and of general government deficits 
across countries within and outside the European monetary unification and economic 
policy of debt dissolution, The Journal of Economic Asymmetries, 15, 17-31. doi. 
10.1016/j.jeca.2016.10.003 
Coccia, M. (2018). A theory of the general causes of long waves: War, general purpose 
technologies, and economic change. Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 128, 287-
295. 10.1016/j.techfore.2017.11.013 
 M. Coccia, JEST, 6(2), 2019, p.115-124. 
122 
 
Journal of Economic and Social Thought 
Coccia, M. (2018a). The relation between terrorism and high population growth, Journal of 
Economics and Political Economy, 5(1), 84-104. 
Coccia, M. (2018c). Violent crime driven by income Inequality between countries, Turkish 
Economic Review, 5(1), 33-55. 
Coccia, M. (2018d). The origins of the economics of innovation, Journal of Economic and Social 
Thought, 5(1), 9-28. 
Coccia, M. (2018e). Theorem of not independence of any technological innovation, Journal of 
Economics Bibliography, 5(1), 29-35. 
Coccia, M. (2018e). Theorem of not independence of any technological innovation, Journal of 
Social and Administrative Sciences, 5(1), 15-33. 
Coccia, M. (2018f). Classification of innovation considering technological interaction, Journal 
of Economics Bibliography, 5(2), 76-93. 
Coccia, M. (2018g). An introduction to the methods od inquiry in social sciences, Journal of 
Social and Administrative Sciences, 5(2), 116-126. 
Coccia, M. (2018h). Growth rate of population associated with high terrorism incidents in 
society, Journal of Economics Bibliography, 5(3), 142-158. 
Coccia, M. (2018i). Measurement and assessment of the evolution of technology with a 
simple biological model, Turkish Economic Review, 5(3), 263-284. 
Coccia, M. (2018j). Functionality development of product innovation:  An empirical analysis 
of the technological trajectories of smartphone, Journal of Economics Library, 5(3), 241-258. 
Coccia, M. (2018k). World-System Theory: A socio political approach to explain World 
economic development in a capitalistic, Journal of Economics and Political Economy, 5(4), 
459-465. 
Coccia, M. (2018l). An introduction to the theories of institutional change, Journal of 
Economics Library, 5(4), 337-344. 
Coccia, M. (2018m). An introduction to the theories of national and regional economic 
development, Turkish Economic Review, 5(4), 241-255. 
Coccia, M. (2018n). What are the characteristics of revolution and evolution?, Journal of 
Economic and Social Thought, 5(4), 288-294. 
Coccia, M. (2018o). Motivation and theory of self-determination: Some management 
implications in organizations, Growth rate of population associated with high terrorism 
incidents in society, Journal of Economics Bibliography, 5(4), 223-230. 
Coccia, M. (2018p). Superpowers and conflict development: Is it a possible relation for 
supporting human progress?, Journal of Social and Administrative Sciences, 5(4), 274-281. 
Coccia, M. (2018r). A theory of classification and evolution of technologies within a 
generalized Darwinism, Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, doi. 
10.1080/09537325.2018.1523385 
Coccia, M. (2018s). Optimization in R&D intensity and tax on corporate proﬁts for 
supporting labor productivity of nations, The Journal of Technology Transfer, 43(3), 792-
814. doi. 10.1007/s10961-017-9572-1 
Coccia, M., & Bellitto, M. (2018). Human progress and its socioeconomic effects in society, 
Journal of Economic and Social Thought, 5(2), 160-178. 
Coccia, M., & Igor, M. (2018). Rewards in public administration: a proposed classification, 
Journal of Social and Administrative Sciences, 5(2), 68-80. 
Coccia, M., & Cadario, E. (2014). Organisational (un)learning of public research labs in 
turbulent context, International Journal of Innovation and Learning, 15(2), 115-129. doi. 
10.1504/IJIL.2014.059756 
Coccia, M., Falavigna, G., & Manello, A. (2015). The impact of hybrid public and market-
oriented financing mechanisms on scientific portfolio and performances of public 
research labs: a scientometric analysis, Scientometrics, 102(1), 151-168. doi. 
10.1007/s11192-014-1427-z 
Coccia, M., & Rolfo, S. (2010). New entrepreneurial behaviour of public research 
organizations: opportunities and threats of technological services supply, International 
Journal of Services Technology and Management, 13(1/2), 134-151. doi. 
10.1504/IJSTM.2010.029674 
Devezas, T.C. (2006). Warfare and World Security, Kondratieff Waves, IOS Press, Amsterdam. 
 M. Coccia, JEST, 6(2), 2019, p.115-124. 
123 
 
Journal of Economic and Social Thought 
Esteban, J., & Ray, D. (2008). On the salience of ethnic conflict, American Economic Review, 
98(5), 2185-2202. doi. 10.1257/aer.98.5.2185 
Fearon, J.D. (1995). Rationalist explanations for war, International Organization, 49(3), 379-414. 
doi. 10.1017/S0020818300033324 
Fearon, J.D. (2011). Self-enforcing democracy. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 126(4), 1661-
1708. doi. 10.1093/qje/qjr038 
Gini, C. (1921). Problemi Sociologici della Guerra, Zanichelli. 
Jackson, M.O., & Morelli, M. (2011). The reasons for wars: An updated survey. In, The 
Handbook on the Political Economy of War, Chapter 3 Edward Elgar Publishing. 
Lepore, S.J., Evans, G.W., & Palsane, M.N. (1991). Social hassles and psychological health in 
the context of chronic crowding. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 32(2), 357-367. doi. 
10.2307/2137103 
Levy, J.S. (1983). War in the Modern Great Power System, 1495-1975, The University Press of 
Kentucky, Lexington.   
Levy, J.S. (2011). Theories and causes of war, in C.J. Coyne, & R.L. Mathers (eds.) The 
Handbook on the Political Economy of War, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, Glos, UK.  
Linstone, H.A. (2007). Science and technology: Questions of control, Technological Forecasting 
and Social Change, 74(2), 230-237. doi. 10.1016/j.techfore.2006.08.011 
Linstone, H.A. (2007a). Book Review - Warfare and World Security, Kondratieff Waves, T.C. 
Devezas (ed.). Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 74(1), 113-116. 
Modelski, G. (1972). Wars and the great power system. In L.L. Farrar (Ed), WAR: A Historical 
Political and Social Study, ABNC-CLIO, Santa Barbara, California.  
Modelski, G. (2010). America is no empire, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 77(8), 
1418-1420. doi. 10.1016/j.techfore.2010.07.013 
Rostow, W.W. (1959). The stages of economic growth. Econ Hist Rev, 12(1), 1-16. doi. 
10.1111/j.1468-0289.1959.tb01829.x 
Ruttan, V.W. (2006). Is war necessary for economic growth? Historically Speaking, 7(6), 17-19. 
doi. 10.1353/hsp.2006.0055 
Stein, A.A., & Russett, B.M. (1980). Evaluating war: Outcomes and consequences, in T.R. 
Gurr (ed.), Handbook of Political Conflict: Theory and Research, (pp.399-422), The Free Press. 
van Bergen, D.D., Feddes, A.F., Doosje, B., & Pels, T.V.M. (2015). Collective identity factors 
and the attitude toward violence in defense of ethnicity or religion among Muslim youth 
of Turkish and Moroccan Descent. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 47, 89-100. 
doi. 10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.03.026 
Wright G. 1997. Towards a more historical approach to technological change, The Economic 
Journal, 107, 1560-1566. doi. 10.1098/rsif.2013.1190 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyrights 
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to 
the journal. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the 
Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0). 
 
 M. Coccia, JEST, 6(2), 2019, p.115-124. 
124 
 
